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TRANSFER ORDER

Now before the Panel are four separate motions encompassing a total of sixteen actions that
are listed on the attached Schedule A and are now pending in seven districts as follows: three actions
each in the Northern District of California, the Northern District of Illinois, the District of New
Jersey and the Western District of Pennsylvania; two actions in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania;
and one action each in the District of Kansas and the Northern District of Ohio.! Plaintiffs in four
actions pending in the District of New Jersey, the Eastern District of Pennsylvania, the Northern
District of Ohio or the Northern District of California have each respectively moved the Panel,
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1407, for an order centralizing this litigation in the district where they have
filed suit. No responding party opposes centralization, though respondents continue the
disagreement regarding the appropriate choice for transferee district. Some of these respondents
initially registered their support for one of the four forums suggested in the four Section 1407
motions. Other respondents have stated their support for three other potential transferee districts:
the Northern District of Illinois, the Western District of Pennsylvania or the District of Kansas. By
the time of oral argument, some shifting of transferee district preferences had also occurred.

On the basis of the papers filed and hearing session held, the Panel finds that the actions in
this litigation involve common questions of fact, and that centralization under Section 1407 in the
District of Kansas will serve the convenience of the parties and witnesses and promote the just and
efficient conduct of the litigation. All actions are purported class actions brought by plaintiffs who
allege that defendants have engaged in a conspiracy to fix and maintain the price of urethane and
urethane chemicals. Centralization under Section 1407 is necessary in order to eliminate duplicative
discovery, prevent inconsistent pretrial rulings (especially with respect to class certification matters),
and conserve the resources of the parties, their counsel and the judiciary.

PLEADING NO. 72

“Judges Motz and Hansen took no part in the decision of this matter.

‘The Panel has been notified of additional related actions recently filed in the Northem District of
California and the District of New Jersey. In light of the Panel's disposition of this docket, these actions will
?e treated as potential tag-along actions. See Rules 7.4 and 7.5, RP.JPM.L, 199 FR.D. 425, 435-36
2001).
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In concluding that the District of Kansas is an appropriate forum for this docket, we note that
1) the district is a geographically convenient location, given the nationwide scope of this litigation;
and ii) the district is equipped with the resources that this complex antitrust docket is likely to
require.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1407, the actions listed on the
attached Schedule A and pending outside the District of Kansas are transferred to that district and,
with the consent of that court, assigned to the Honorable John W. Lungstrum for coordinated or
consolidated pretrial proceedings with the action pending there and listed on Schedule A.

FOR THE PANEL:

WMNA(MW—

Wm. Terrell Hodges
Chairman




SCHEDULE A

MDL-1616 -- In re Urethane Antitrust Litigation

Northern District of California

Liquidation Reserve Account Trust, etc. v. Uniroyal Chemical Co. Inc., et al.,
C.A. No. 3:04-1422

Industrial Rubber Products, Inc. v. Crompton Corp., et al., C.A. No. 3:04-1597

Rahco Rubber Products, Inc. v. BASF AG, et al., C.A. No. 4:04-1272

Northern District of [llinois
Creative Urethanes, Inc. v. Crompton Corp., et al., C.A. No. 1:04-2213
Kryptane Systems, LLC v. BASF AG, et al., C.A. No. 1:04-2416
RWM Casters v. BASF AG, et al., C.A. No. 1:04-3060

District of Kansas

Beynon Sports Surfaces, Inc. v. Crompton Corp., et al., C.A. No. 2:04-2165

District of New Jersey

Belting Industries Co., Inc. v. BASF AG, et al., C.A. No. 2:04-1390
Maine Industrial Tires Limited v. Crompton Corp., C.A. No. 2:04-1635
Standard Rubber Products, Inc. v. BASF AG, et al., C.A. No. 3:04-1383

Northem District of Ohio

Artic-Temp, Inc. v. Crompton Corp., et al., C.A. No. 5:04-725

Eastern District of Pennsylvania

Alco Industries, Inc. v. Crompton Corp., et al., C.A. No. 2:04-1339
Globe Rubber Works, Inc. v. Crompton Corp., C.A. No. 2:04-1654

Westemn District of Pennsylvania

Rubber Engineering & Development Co. v. Uniroyal Chemical Co., Inc., et al.,
C.A. No. 2:04-460

Quabaug Corp. v. Uniroyal Chemical Co., et al., C.A. No. 2:04-643

PSI Urethanes, Inc. v. Uniroyal Chemical Co., Inc., C.A. No. 2:04-658




